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An appeal has been filed on hehalfof he property owner with the State Board

LL1LI;riIz;ItIrI. The undcisigiied adnhiiiislrativejudgc clilticted a lIcarIig iii tlii> ‘naIler ‘Ii

April?’. 2HI6 in N;bli lie, Iciiiicsee. In attendance at the heiririg were Mr. Jack

le,iipe’ Irhv Ill, the appellant, and Davidson County Property Acssr’s ]cJnC’eiltati VC.

Jast ri Poliim.

FINDINGS 01 i-..FANl’ON’l.US!cNS t’IIA

St,K,ect piopeil’ consists ii It commercial trelloilC located at 5403 KL’IItUckV

Avenue in Nashville lennessee.

The initial issue is liether or not the State Hon rd of Equalization has die jurisdiction

to lear tire l;txpayer’s appeal. 1 re law in I cnh]cscc’ crrcniiiy requires taxp:Icr In appeal

an a%scsIIient to the County Hoard of Equalization prior I appeal jog k tire S t;ime I i,ard of

Equalizatioir H*erin. ode Ann. §* 6-5-1401 & 67-5-I-i l2b A direct appeal to the State

Board at’ Equal I tat i HI i on] v permitted if the assessor dacs not time jioti t the lax payer a I

a change oLi>scssirient prior 10 the meeting oithc County Board. cliii. tiule Ann. 7-

5-505th 2 & 6’ -14] 21e, Nevertheless, the leklature ‘las also provided lint:

Flie axpayer shall have the right to a hearing and
determination do show reasonable cause for tue ta paver’s
lailure to file an appeal as provided iii thk section amid. upoii
deiIioEi>tratuig SLLCII reac,ri:ihle cause, the Istate] boarI shall
*iLtcpE Lich appeal from the taxpayer up to Marc/i 1 oF s/re

ii: i/re car ii which i/Ic ac ssrneI it was nwde..

In analvzi rig and m-cv owing l’enn. ‘ode A miii. 67-3-141 ?e , the Asse’’nient

Appeals Conimission, ill iIilcl-Ircttug Iliis .sectLuli. h;mx ‘tILl

The deadiines and requirements for appeal Ire clearly ‘et out iji
the law, and owI]ers ofpmperly are charged with knowledge of
them - It was not the intent of reasonable Ca Li Se’ provision to
waive these requirements except where the failure to meet
lien’ is due to ill ness or other circil nistances: beyond the



t1lxpavers control. enrp/tais addcd Assaciwcct Pipeline
Contractors mc:. Villiamsou Couniy Tax Year 1992.
Asses,’’ent ppeals lvitiitijssin,i. .-t,g. I I. I L4 Sec also
lu/in On ,r, .I.c. C heatharn oii ii v. Ia’ c:Ir 1991 A’ ‘essnient
Appeals oiilrIJssroIr. Ike. .3. l9Lfl

Thus. tar the State Board of Equalization to have - urisdic lion in this appeal. the

taxpayer must show that cireumstance beyond his control prevented him from appealing in

the Davrdun ountv Board ofhqualiialnrn. It is the lnxpavcr burden to that they

are entitled n the requesied relief

It is undisputed in liii.’ case that the current appellants purchased the prOpert on

Echniar 24. 2005. It is further undisputed that the Not ice of As’rtLI Value Cl.bsi ticati Inn

and sc’me,it was ini;,,Ie1C oil vI;irch 2. 2005 to Upc,iila Srtiith. Ilk’ thc,i Owner ultlpe

pr-open’ in question. It is iirther undisputed that Ms. Siiiith did not ifie an appeal alter

receiving The assessment in March. 2005 SinCe she no longer owned the property. Tile

current taxpavcL Si mph rni es that he did not ‘ccci c the notice since he diLl gil acq LI rL: the

,pefl until altet the .tsscssirrc’ttt date. ‘FIre question I,eorrrc wileirter it is tOO laic hr Ilk

Incur flvner to perfect his appeal in order to cunet the LITTt’r]t assessment. TIte county

hoard began hearing cases on June 2005. with the lait date to schedule appointments for

hearirrs I,ciir June I?, lIiI5. FIre iapayer tiled lirs apLuII with tIle Slate Uoard of

EqiralizatiLTi on October 2. 2t111S after rcalizin8 he had missed the deadline a Ihe

board. Tic current tapavcjs:appelIanis are the real panics in interest as it is their property

that is the subject ofthis appeal. Appeal of Vhicm & Ri,ccs RosIiae, Davidson County. ax

Year 2 it I A sses.slndui Appeals Coniunissiotr, Tenrrr,see Si ne [lo;ird of Equalization.

Auutist I , 2{ltr.L ILriLlnII reasonable cause exists in ituatioiis here notice was sell! tO/rio,

owiiers. the assessment chailwe notice did not come to the Ragsdiles atlellliort at all. The

:,drninrstratic judge detemiined this did not make an’ difference and denied relief or he

ctirrent t;ispacrs. lie ‘i,InniIiSSLoTis rationale in Jctcrtnhiniitg IliaC reasLrIal,le LaII’ ‘isIs to

excuse the late allIlc;Il to the Slate l3oard hinges on:

- . it is apparent that no effective itotiec ofthe new a.’si>sment
was sent to those most luterested in receiving it. This is not
flte fa ult ottlie assessor, OICOULsI’, built is a cIYeLIrnsiaiIL:c we
eartnot iziiore itt detcrr,uning wlreWer the txpaver ha’ hee,i
all irded reasonable opponunit to appeal the flew as>essnierlt
emphasis added.

The Ragsc/ale decision was appealed to Chancery our! N> lie Metropolitan

o’-urttifleIl! o Nashville and Davihorr County j:ie Ni. 04-I gj -IV. lie .A’se’sniicnt

A ClS 0mm i ssion’s dcc sion was affinned on April IS. 2106. Iherefore. lie current

status of the law establishes ‘reasonable cause" for ta’ payers in the Irk’s positiolt.



ORDER

Based oil the circumsiI ‘ices of this Case and the p1ev &PLi nil I in Ragsdale b’ the

State Board olEqualization. lie ,dmjnistrntivc jLI:1C liiids that reasiMiabic CaLJ’C ei.’lS hr

the taxpayers failure In rile before the county bowi] .An order wiIJ be sent eiiirig this

matter for a furiher hearing on he issue ofvalue.

FIF:REI Ihi l]-tI:iv Lt ?Iav 1006.

N CI FL[.IN IrE
AUMINISTRA Ii F JI IX
TI NlSSE}3 LmrAR M]Ni 1 S Al
..IIINISTRAIIIi PRUCEUL IS DIVISION

Mn Jack I. idly In
Jo .‘iiii Norlh, Asess Jr ii Property

3


